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ABSTRACT 

Designed to assess the quality of pieces of creative 
writing in the interaediate and junior high grades, the Sager Writing 
Scale (SWS) is intended for use by both students and teachers or by 
researchers. The SWS contains four scales vith four, ratings possible 
in the areas of vocabulary, elaboration, organization, and structure, 
validity for the SWS is claiaed for its being based on an exaaination 
of vhat experts have said about children's writing and an exaaination 
of over a thousand pieces of children's writing. Reliability for 
three adults trained as raters vas .97* [This docuaent is one of 
those reviewed in The Research Instruaents Project (TRIP) aonograph 
"Heasttres for Research and Evaluation in the English Language Arts'* 
to be published by the Coaaittee on Research of the National Council 
of Teachers of English in cooperation with the ERIC clearinghonee on 
Reading and Coaaunication Skills. A TRIP review which precedes/the 
docuaent lists its category (Writing), title, author, date, and age 
range, (interaediate, junior high), and describes the instruaent's 
purpose and physical characteristics. ] (RB) 
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TRIP is an acronym which signifies &n effort to abstract 
and make readily available measures for research and evalua- 
tion in the English language arts. These measures relate to 
language development J listening, literature, readingi standard 
English as a second language or dialect » teacher competencies , 
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Physical Descripti on; The CWRS has four scales with four ratings 

possible on each scale. The scales and their definitions are as follows: 

Vocabulary: the use of words to express a particular thought 
or idea 

Elaboration; an abundance of related ideas which flow smoothly fr(»n 
one idea to the next 

Organisation:, the arrangement of ideas in order 

Structure: the way in which language forms are used to convey meaning 
Rfitings on each scale are 0, 1, 2, 3, corresponding to poor, fdlr, 
good/ excellent. Each of these values is described in detail in the full 
report. After familiarization and training In the use of the scales, students 
or teachers can use them to rate pieces of creative writing. Highest possible 
score on a piece is twelve. 
Validity, Reliability /and, Normative Data: 

Validity for CWRS is claimed for its being based on an examination of 
what experts have said about children's writing and an examination of over"" 
a thousand pieces of children's writing. As with any such measure, validity 



Is determined largely by the usefulness and appropriateness of the various 
scales/ 

Reliability for three adults trained as raters was *97i No rater 
reliability is reported for children using the scale. , . 
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' OONSTRKJTICN OF THE I«Vi*D 8CIU£ , . ; v • .^^^ 

. : ■' V \ *^*■'■■^■■*-*:- 

. It Ma the purpose of this stiidy to find out it oidldrtiiu . 

GOfliposition$ would ijnprovQ as a result of teaching thA the cc»po« • 
nents and u$e of a descriptive writing scale so that they could 
rate their own compositions and those of other children. Neces- 
sary to this purpose vas the revision and adaptation of the Anders 
son Scala^ so that it could be used by children. 

Preliminary Considerations Re'garcjlng 
Constnjction of the Revised Scale 

The Use of Stories 

.Review ofy^ie literature revealed the ijnportance of in- 
pro^?t7lg the quality of creative writing* Although there vaa m 
one accepted definition of creative writingg authors agreed con- . 
ceming. the need for children to bo able to write about whatever 
they wished. Ihereforej for the purposes of this study^ creative 
writing-was defined as writing in which the child was free to 



Eleanor Anderson et al >> "Cons tjtuot ion and Evaluation 6< 
a Scale for Creative Writing" (unpublished Ed%M» thesiS| Boston 
University, 19$7). x ' • P^^^ 
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write about subjeota of his own choosing* ^ 

Review of Utet«turo further tey^aled thit the aUthora 
consldet^d a ^self*felt purpose for writing** and a **aena6 6f audl^ 
once" Important- factors .In, the improvement of witttten composition* 
Vtwis it seemed that story writing was the logical vehicle to imple 
ment the purposes of this sv.*udy. It was felt that story writing 
could satisfy the adopted definition of creative writing and in* 
corporate those. factors considered important influences in the 
Improvement of writing. 

Review of the Anderson Scale 

* . 

In 19S7 a group of seven people oonstruoted the Anderson^ 
Scale to help teachers and researchers evaluate composition and 
diagnose writing problems. The Anderson Scale was a descriptive 
scale consisting of four categories i narMlyi Origlnalltyi Vocab* 
ularyi Organicatlon> and Blabo native Thinking. These categories* 
were held to be ijAportant by the authors of that time and the 
seven writers of the scale* Each of these categories was givin^ 
a numerical value of 0, 1> 2^ and 3. four catf/gorlea yielded 

4 

a maximum total score of twelve points. 

After the scale was donstrtctedi the seven authors used* 
the scale and rated thlity compokitions. independently. Ihey then 
discussed discrepancies in- the scoring and revised the %tf0Tdlng of 



tha acaia accordingly. FoDjowlng thia tavlaloni tha aavan authors 
ratad fcur^-een ad<lltioAal conpositlons and found that i • tha 
variation of suh-catagory scores was narrowed to within A ranga o( 
one point. It was at this point that the final acala wAa 
adopted. 

Considerations Regarding the Format ^ 
of the Revised Siale 

Revised Scale Would Be 
a Four>R>int Scale 

Wheh the Anderson Scale was constructed i the authors de* 

cided on a four-*point scale to eliminate the tendency of raters to 

select the middle score in odd-numbered scales. Since that time " 

2 

an experiment was conducted by McCoHoy and Rested to compare a 
four-*point and six^point composition rating scale for general 
iti^rit* 

McColloy and Resisted chose to compare the four^point and 
six-point scales becauss a two^point scale was not considered suf- 
ficiently discriminatory! and odd*numbered scales were thought to 
encourage raters to select the middle score, ^ey compared the 

^Anderson et al.| **Const ruction and*Evaluation.of a Scale 
for Creative WritingV^p. 71.' 

^dllliam McCoUoy and Robert Ra^isted^ "Composition Rsting 
scale for General Merit: An Experimental Evaluationi^ Journal of 
Educational Research, LIX (Octo]»r| 1965) > 55-57. 



foui^ and 8lx*polnt acalas on the basis of t^alr senaltivlty^ ra^ 

JUabllity, and appHcablilt/. 

Although the experlAentera found no atat^atically signi'^ 

cant difference in either sensitivity or rsllabliity^ betweiin the 

four* and six-point scale they (Concluded that tha four-point 

scale was superior to the six,-point scale because it was easier 

to use* The authors found that there was ^* • * comparatively 

grater difficulty in orienting the raters to the more extensive 

1 ' 

scale and in their using it." For this reason, it was decided 
that the revised scale would be a four-point scale* 

Revised Scale Would Have , 
Four Components 

It was decided that there would be four categories to the 

Re\*ised Scale based on the assumption that intemediate grade 

children could Handle, no more than four categories ef fectively» 

It was further decided that each of the four categories would 

contain a description of four ratings which corresponded to the 

tems poor, fair, good, and excellent* 



\ Considerations Regarding the Content 
of the Revleed Scale 

I ■ : ■ ■ ■ ^ 

! I 

i ' ' ' - ' ' r ... . 

It was felt thfljt the categories of the scale ahduldl re**;' 

fldot those elements of effective writing which contemporary 
autho«pflhconsidor both necessary and appropriate for Jjnproving com- 
position in the middle grades. In additioni it was, the opinion of 
the writer that each category should also contain the foXlcwingt 

1. Examples of errors most commonly made in the middle 
grades so that the children using the scale *VouId be ■ 
made aware of what detracts from effective writing. 

2, A3 rating which described a composition slightly 
better than the best that is written by children of 
this age so that all children using the scale would 
be challenged to grow in composition* 

therefore ^ it was decided to base the content of the scale 
on the results of a review of contemporary Hter&ture end an exam-* 
ination of stories written by children* 

Determinlrg the Content of the Revised Scale 

A Review of Contemporary Literature 

Review of the literature revealed that contemporixy wri^re 
are of the opinion^ thatM/ocabularyi elat>oratlon/organls«^on| and 



struotUM <it% inpofrtint coibponuvts of good wtltlnif «ni t^t .li^ 
dren<s composition Would b« gx^&tly improviid as ii wiuit oi irti;-^^?'i^^^ 
structlon in theie areas. It also TaWlfld tlioM aipaeta ci ^UMWfi- 
cdnponents that wep« eonoldered apptopriate for us^ in th^ mWdis 
grades, ohus, VQcabuiarjf, Elaboration > Oi'ganitatloni and Structure ; 

became the four components of the Revised Scale* . V 

. . . ... . . ^ '^^pr 

An Bxaffiination of Chlldren*5 Stories *^ 



After reviewing contemporary literature to ascertain the 



major factors of effective written communication » •the author ,exafli«* ; } 
ined approximately 1,000 sixth-grade compositiohs that. ^had been 
collected during the year preceding this study » llie stories^ wer4 ' if ' ^ 
examined for vocabulary > elaboration, organicationi and structure . ; 
to determine the following: ^ :] v>^ 

1. What was the quality of vocabulary, elaboratlon» 

organi?;ation, and structure exhibited in children* 8 * 
compositions? .: r...,, 

2i How did this quality compare with that urged by , 

contemporary authors? 
Sinco tha intention wa^'to create a ?.tory Mting that would .. 
describe a story sUghtly better than the best stories written by, • v 
Children of this age, it was decided that for each of the coap^ 
nents, the stories would be sorted into three groups according to-' 



■V^.' ■;wpuld.'th«h bior4t«d which would Mfl«ot; thi' di!f f or^iyji 'in 
• ity oxhlbiud ift th« boat •torlm And urfl«d by oentinpoHry «uthOMi 'rfi 
I ; T^^^ groupings would eorr«8pond to tho 0| .!» 3 «ubc«t«9ory ; i ^ 

aeows of the scaler. . 

. Vocabulary in Children >^ Stories . ' r 

Whdn examined for vocaUilary/the'stoHea aeemed^^t^ 
naturally into three categories « Itie stories weakest in vocabuUiy ; . 
were, characterized by the lack of variety of wor^ choice | lack of 
descriptive words and expressions^ and use of vague i gener^li un-^ 
; interesting words. 'A\ese stories sounded lifeless and dull* 

Ihe second group of stories wer«^ also weak in vocabularyi 
but they included soiAe use of synonyins and a few interesting words 
and expressions which SQt them apart from the poorest stories* 
Vt)e third grqup used vocabulary that was adequately de- 
scriptive and exact* 7hey also Showed some ability to use words t 
in new and interesting ways* - 

According to the review of the literature, the following 
factors contribute to an effective written vocabularyi 
1. Precision and variety of word choice 
2* Use of sense words anid desoriptive words arid expres- > 

sions . . i / V. ' 



3* Use 0% umsual sxptessionsi word cofiMnatl6ns» aivl 



. comparisons » / * 

Ihs top gft^up of stories showed that children of this age 
do hftve the ability to use all of these faotovs to embellish thelf 
rStprJesi What was lacking was over«>all excellence* Hir«ly did 

child use all of these factors consistently throughout his stories « 

It was decided I 'then, that the highest score on the'yocab^ 

ulary scalei tl^e Z ratlngi would stress the use of a variety of 

new and interesting words ^nd comparisons to create vivid Impres- / 

slons^ * . / 

\ ■ . 

Elaboration In Chi.ldren's Stories 

When examined for elaboration » the stories showed that| 
on the whole I children of this age tend to Ust events with rela* 
tively few supporting ideas or details* Ihe poorest stories suf- 
fered from a lack of related ideas to the point where the story 
meaning was unclear and hard to follow. Ideas were often sug- 
gested but never carried out* ^ It was often difficult to connect 
one story idea with the next* 

Bie group of stories that wou;.d correspond to a 1 rating 
had the jame flaws as the stories that would be rated p# but to a 
lesser degree. Idey were oniy sometimes unclear and hard to fol- 
low. Although these stories had ioae detalli the use of detail 



f^di^ Uttle Inpra^ on the i^der* " Details were <^fteh ii^ 
quate'or oyetx]one« Quite often the Ideas Mu&blM on without moving 
t^ie story iorward. Yet, wi.thlr\ this group of stoiies, there w«S ( 
evidence that children could use idet^s and deUils to spark their 
writing. 

in the literature, authors agree that an effective writer 
enriches his story with a variety of Ideas and deUlls thrft Mice r 
people, places, and events come alive » An exaAlnatlon of the ,best 
children's stories showed that children of this age were not con*, 
slstent in their use of details for this ^purpose. 

It was decided, therefore, that the fourth category, or 
the 3 rating, in elaboration would stress the use of ^ a variety of 
. 'related ideas and details to create vivid impressions* 

Orqanigatlon in Children's Stories 

When examined ^r organleation, it wa:i found thet the 
poorest stories had ideas arranged in such a jumble that there 
rfas no point to. the story. Quite often the story Just started 
and stopped* llwre was no beginning, middle, or end. 

^ ^ I. ^ . r 

The stories in >:he second group had a main idea, but many y / 



irreleviint and poorly a rrangrtd cvwr^-^ UmUy Xa^m iMia a^^^ 

' . > * ■ ■ . • ■ ■ ' •-- ■ ■ ■ , ■ • i ■ ■ 

becflttfUiHT and/or ending* - ' 

The authors of the at6rJj«$ in the' thira";gro,up were af>le ,t;pj 
write a story that had a ijood t«srlnning> ftlddlei and endln^^ VuVl*' 
though some events vfere poorly arranged there Wer^ no Irrelevant ^;,;r 5;* 
events I In many stories the action did not >ulld to a climax ♦ V:^^-)i- 
Quite often action rambled without even reaching a climax • /; 

Altlwugh a story really is not a stoYy unless it has a 
climax^ the lack of a high point occurred in mny otherwise gopd » 
composlt^lona . It seemed to the author that much more serious ^ y 
handicaps to writers of this age were the failure to eliwlnate / 
Irrelevant events and to start the story with a beginning that 
captures interest* i -i? 

m the literatute, the follow^lng were cited as effective ; 
elements of organltationj 

1. The presentation of ideas in a logical i effective 

sequence » * 

2. A main idea that ties all story parts together. 
, 5. A good beglniving and conclusion. : 

4. Action that builds to a climax. , / 
. . An exdsdnatlon of children's' stotdea $how«l that chlldrW; " 
should be »ade^r« aware of those fcspoAt. of or^.idtatlon that *i 
make a story interestingly a reader., l^ierefor., 'the hlflhest "*«ry 




>' « ;.v"wiy that is Intewsttng v«U «« ««ay to follow; ;* • 
'\^^;/- Structure in Childr^nU Stortas T ' -^"'"*'U;: ^ ^^'l"$rf'^^^ 



Itie most noticeable feature rof iitorie«^ weakest In atruqi. 
^K,^ ture was the lacdc of any sentence sense* The stories were suoK ' ; 
, jumble of omissions and sentence fraspnents that they could barely 

be deolphereda When read aloudi one idea bumped into the next so 

^ - - ■ . .... . ■ ' * ■ ■ 

• . that the story "sounded ridiculous and senselesc* 

Although the second group of stories contained many run-on 
V and Incomplete sentertcesi there was evidence that the writers of . x 

• these stories had developed some sentence &anse« Writers in this • 
1 / group showed little evidence 1 however » of being able to vary lan*- 

guage forms* Quite' often their stories were eha'wicterited by 
ihonotonois primer style 1 ^ 

Itie authors l^f the best stories showed an understanding 
oiC simple I ccnpound> and complex sentences 1 as well as the ability , 
to use a variety ;^f sentence lengths^ b3iglnnlnga» and types. How« 
Y ; ' ever» they were not always able to use sentences to ee^slse mean« : 
ing or subordinate ideas in a variety of ways* As a result ^ their . 
/ / Stories soujvJed stilted in parts. / v 
Conteapoi^ry authors stress the importance of using a, 



variety of sentences to sta^ ideas accurately » eflfctivelyi itnd ^ 



Of thla a9» ahdulct be Md# jnore awara of how to eonntct $M M^^^ 
oixliiuft0 ideas W smoother praeentatlon and how to ufM'>ahtencee 
l;o.einphaftlte meaning* ^ • ^ i-t>M 

' ^ " ^ ' V . . ^ 

11)erefore» the higheat toting in atn^turt liquid; etMii :.v 4^' 
the uee of a variety of aentences to atato Ideaa ef f actively » f lu«^ V : 
entlyi and accurately* 



" Wording of the ftevlae.d Scale 

^nce .the purpose of the acale wab ln$tiHJKitti6n#l aa^M . 
aa functional, it was necessary to woixl the* scale in way th^t 
would help children see vocabulary i eiat>oratlon| organl|Mitl<^ni 4nd. 
structure not as dlatlnct categories important in' their own right 
but rather as interlocking components which cdntrlbute tp effec* a 
tlve' writing.- 'if; was necessaryj theni to define ^effective writingt 
in terms chlldreA could understand and use* Because of the Impor^ 
tance of creating a sense of audience » it was decided to think of 
effective writing as writing that was interesting and understand- 
able to the reader and to link each Item on the scale to the part 

it played in accoinpllshing this* « 

ft 

. In each section of frhe scale care was taken to choose words 
that woul-! helj) raters use the (Ksale as objectively as possible* ^ . 
Although it was reallse<k»that expressions such aa ^lacka over-aU . 



pbbrly airMng^di^ f sentence Mpha$ift« «uthprU Manlng* vf^uldt 
;hf v« to be wpUltM by the.progrtiii ^«ri was taken td >K}t^ t)^^ ; 
scale so that once the children learned the neaniog of theSe 
/.tetnsi they could use the scale, without referral to the programi ' 

■ r ■ 0 . ^ Vocabulary : c 

Vocabulary was defined as "the use of Wrds to express a 
particular thought or idea ;^ The value of uelng preolsa wording 
was stated a ^ •♦exact wotxls paint vdvid pictures.* live : nied ^o use 
sense' words was stated as 'Vords help the readsr use hisi ssnsesi* 
Ihe importance of using synonyms was expreissed as ^synonyi^s j^ro- - 
^de variety and interest.** Unusual expressions 1 wota coroblna* 

' tlons^ and comparisons were cited for the «est and cplpr they add 

^/ ^ ■ 
to the story. ' 

\/ ' ■ ■ 

ihe different ratings on the Vocabulary Scale were d<iined 

on the basis of how consistently and effectively words and ex- 
pressions were used to create vivid ijnpressions for the i>sader» 
> story deserving a 3 rating would have '•a variety of new and in* 
tersstiug wotds and expressions. « A 2 story would have "soae use 
of nsw and interesting words ar^ expressions." "A few interests . 
iug *iords but llttl. variety of wotjd cW»i'e.«» ch»r.ot.T(i«.d tho 1 
rating. A 0 story was descrilfed as havingi.oiay "cowtion, ov.two«*.|J 



1IW l»po)pt4nc« of an «buh(ter»» ld«aa ««• «Up t^^^^ ; 
in t«ms of reader lnvoIveMrtt« Elaboration waa defined a$^m . ' 
abundance of r«Lited Ide^s which flow smoothly froo pne Idea to 
. the next,*' A 3 stoty was described aa one- In vjhlch the reader is 
/'able to "see, hfiar> and feel what the author Intends^** It in- 
' eluded details that '^irtake people, places, and events ccoe alive, 
that %ake^ the reader feel what the characters feel,** that are 
sufficiently vivid to "creat^ an i»ptNa$sion,bn the reader.** 

A story rated 2 was described as one in which *^ideas fail 
to make an Impression on the reader* A 1 story, in which much 
more detail and^many mte ideas were needed,, was described as one 
iif^ which "ideas are- sometimes confusing and hard to follow," "1»- * 
portant questions are left unanswered*" A 0 story was one in 
which "ideas are not clear or easy to follow." 

Organisation 

Organieation was defined as^ "the arran^eikent-of ideas in 

order."' in the description of the^ 3 rating, the Importance of ' 

fc - 

logical arrangement of itteas wad expressed as "the arrangeAent of 
Ideas in a way that is interesting arid easy to foUoWi? A 2 rating 



? - V;^*!^^*'*^ haying ideas that we w •poorly arranged'^ or <^ction 
^tha^ rambles without reaching a oliwoc,*^ A 1 story' wis discrtbed 
v;as t^aylng •^ny Irrelevant eyent$i* *a weak beginning ar^/ot^ ehd^ 
: l*?^?* * S •^o^y was one In which a jiobled arrarigeaient of ideas 
■ .gave the reader an ••overall impression of disorder." 

\* - . p Strticture 



Structure was defined as "the way in which language foms 
are used to convey meaning," The litiportance of using a variety 
of language foijms to state ideas accurately, effectively, and flu^ 
ently was emphasized by describing stories in tenas of how they 
would sound when read aloud. A 3 rated story could be "read aloud 
^th ease I " Furthemore, it could be read aloud with e>(pression 
because sentences emphasized the author* s n saning. A 2 stOry 
sounded "stiff or uneven when read aloud." In addltiont^sentences 
only sometimes emphasized the author^s meaning* The poor sentence 
sense common to 1 stories was translated into "ideas are s^metlA^s 
difficult to understand," "monotonous primer style," "story is 
difficult to read aloud." The lack of sentence sense found in the 
weakest stories was stated as "meaning is^ unclear or absurd," 
"^tory sounds confused or senseless when read aloud." 



1 



: : . ' Co»fiari«ot\ fif the Anderson Soili mtA the R>vt>»d Scaift 

* t - For»At of the Scales . -/V 

: ; . V ^ Both the Anderson Scale and the lUiVlsed JScale were de^rlp*^^ 
tive scales for rating children's compositions* Each scale con«« 
sisted of four categories held to be important components of writ* 
ing« Bach category had' a numerical value of 0^ 1^ 2» and 3| which ; 
corresponded to the terns poor^ falr^ good» and e}(cellent» Ihe 
maximum score for both scales was twelve points. 

^ Purposes of the Scales 

Hie Anderson Scale was constructed for the purpose of' 
helping teachers and researchers evaluate children's conposltlons* 
It was hoped that teachers could use the scale to check their ln« 
structional effectiveness and to diagnose children's writing 
strengths and weaknesses. Researchers, on the other hand, could 
use the scale to judge the results of their educational experi- 
ments. 

The Revised Scale was constructed to be ussd by children 
to rate their own compositions and those of other children. It 
was hoped that teaching children the components and use of a de-, 
scrlptlVe scale would result in the Improveir^nt of coaposltion* 



■ it. 
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: ERIC 



V..: "P^^ ' ■ ^ ■ ^aUgoylM.. of t»wt Anderson ■jS<^lit,JW^ -"i^- ^/:;^ ^ 

: ; t ! * fs^Oftfwt BlabdiPfttive Writing, Aiid Vocabulary,^ !^ 

- ' ^ 1':^^ ^^^^ aisled under ^«ch category weW^ 

^ ; -i^^P*^^*"^*^ by contertporary authbra, at>o foliowing\drf inltlona ^ - y :V: • ^: 
^- ware usedi' ^ ■ " ' , ■ •■ ^'/.v : -.rX'^.^-y-c^^^^ 

1. OrlglnaHtyj "An oivlglnal cw^position cohtaini unv^ ^ ■ 

■ A : ^ ; ■■ <^ ■ \ r -:: ■v^^^-r- 

usual-thoughts and/or uidque arrangamenta of.ordlnat^^ • 

. * words to give freshnees to a coounbn wowl**^ 

2. Vocabulary: *\lse of Ideas to e>cpre8a a particuJar ^ ^ 
: ' ; . thought or ldea»»»^ 

3. Organizatlont . • the sequential arrangement of ^ V 
; Ideas,^^ 

i 4, Blaborative Writingj • , an abundance, of appro- 
priately related Ideas fluently expressed,*** 
the categories oi the KeviseU^Hfi^le are Vocabulary, Elab« 
' ' oivition, Organisation, and Structure, ttese were defined as 
follows: 



■ 1 * * 

Anderson et al >>>tonstructlon*and Evaluation of a 8cal| 

for Creative Writing, «• p, 1*7, ' 
^ Ibid ., p. 134. I ^ • 

^Ibid,, p. 135. ^ ^ * 

'^Ibid., p. 137r ' . • 0 



1. VocaWlaty is the usa of ^rd$^9 expM^ a'pai^ou^ 
thought or Idea. ■'■ ^-^^^ '■■■/^■■'■■-■/.■'■'^ V ; / 

2« BlatoMtloh Is an abundance of\x«Utad;ldMs Wiidlch < ; 

flow smoothly from pne id^a to the nai^tt' f ^ ^ > 
3» Organisation' is the'arz^ngeaent of ideas in ord^t*^^ f 
; 4» structure Is the way language fpnns are used, to convey 
meaning^ . \ - .\ " ^^ ^-^ 

ttie Structure ^Component ^ 
of the Revised Scale . . 

• ' . . ' ^ -■ 

The categories of the itevised Soa^e were chosen after a 

review of literature and an analysis of children's writing ^ 9aeed 

on this investigation! it was decided to eliminate the categorj^of 

Originali.ty found in the Anderson Scale and ^aplace it by Structure 

At first, the authors of the Anderson Scale considered sen* 
tence structure to be an eleitkent of creative writingi but later de* 
cided that « » sentence structure was a quantitatlvoi mechanical 
aid to writing and not really indicative of creativity.*^ 

It is the author^s opinion that structure is an essential 
element of all writing, to write creatively the child needs ideas 
he wishes to express and a way t<y d.o so« Without a minimal knowl^ 
edge of language forms, the child cannot express himself at all. 

with Jcnowledge of only a few languags fbms, th« child Is Halted ^ 

I •, ■ 



with childWHi the author felt that children in thejidddli gtad^k'i^^i% 
suffer less ivm^ lack of originality than from a lack of re- ^.i./^- 
sources with which to express their originality effectively* It 
should also be noted that much of Originality as found in the, 
Anderson Scale has become part of the* Vocabulary^ Elaborationi , - - ' ; / 
and Organization sections of the Revised Sca^l^. ' * " 

Wording Of th^ Scales 

■ .--.■■»' 

;The Anderson Scale was worded *in tenas designed. to help - 
teachers and researchers look for various components of good Writrr m 
ing'. Teminology such as ^^plot^^ "metaphor/ and '^simile" was , 
used* Sometimes one sentence was used to describe an entire rating. . 

The Revised Scale, on the other hand, was worded so that 
It could be used by children. Ideas were expressed in ways de- • 
signed to help children realize that writing must be interesting . 
to a readeb and to show them how to use vocabulary, elaboration, * 
organization^ and structure to improve their writing. Specific • 
teminology was not used. Instead, each item was Usted in words .v .; , 
thsit described Its function' in a story tjiat interesting and '■■^^^r.^^t^ 
understandable to"*\he reajSer. For instance, what .the AnderAn . ' ■ 
Scale listed as "colorful, picturesque, effective sinlUs ard/or 



iioris; word co«blh*ti6n8, and conpArlAont add itaat and 
the Vtory." 





meht ^ of ^ ti\^ subject • - . t ,^^^\vfi^c^,?^:^.i 

In the Revised Scale , the 2 rating in Blaboratlpi^s 

^follows J . . « 4 \ : ' 

Ideas ave clear but fall to make an iapt^ssion on the 
reader^ 

Id^a^ follow each other easily and naturally but lack 

punchi * ^ 
some details help the reader use his feelings. * 3 

Some Ideas are fully developed » 
- ^ Some details are either Inadequate or overdone ♦ , ' < 

In the Anderson Scale, the 3 rating In Organlwtlon is v. 

described as follows: » ^vVt 

"Continuity and logically clear arrangement of relevant j]^- v'^.- 
thoughts • '^-^^f'^^^'^' 
Mo Irrelevant details. X-!^5 
Bulld-up of ideas e^cactly- suitable to express mood of stplpy. \ 
Kalh Idea fully expressed* - ' ' -t 

All minor. Ideas 'supporting' major Idea." \. 

In the Revised Scale, the 3 rating in drganltatlon r<if^ i • 

fleets the organizational needs of middle grade children. It Is 

.jfprded in tettfts that are educational as ^11 as descrlptivei . \ 

'''^ - ^ » / 

^lbld>> p. 134. ^ Ibld > * Vbid/rP* ISSA 



7i 



Ideas ar^ arranged ih a wy that-ii InUmtih^y 

^ ^ ^^^^^ ' ' ' * • ■ ^ ^' ■ 



to f^Uow. 
Events ai^e told in lofftcai order/f; 
A main Idea ties all stoty parte 
The beginning captures interest 
Action bvilds to a oUmx. 
lite conclusion sums up the story 
No irrelevant details. 



Estimating the Reliability of the Revised 

■ • f 

Training the Raters 





In order to determine an estjUsate of reliability fpr tt^ 
Revised Scale* a practice session was held in which thwSTiSults -i- 1,i 
were trained as raters* Children's stories were duplicated SO , 
that all raters would be Judging the sa^M stories » The raters 
i^ed cne component of the scale at a ttJW and gradually worked up ' : 

the point where they could use all four components of the scale » 
During the practice >ession, the titers worked independently but 
discussed all differences of opinion thoroughly. At the end of 
the session I the raters used, all four c6f»ponents of the scale and // 
rated six stories. There was no discussion at this point# ; '^ ^ 

Reliability ainong raters for^eadh cottpOMht of the scales' r 7;, v^^^i 
as well as for the scale as a whole » was deterBiineK) by u^ing EbelU: 



^*^"foi»ula for intraolass correlation, which is as foUowst 



HcOraw^Hill 



Ji P* GuilidWi Psychopetrio N»th&d^ (ftnd New Y^Hci 
11 book Company I Ino . i isSi'i r pp/ Jk-SS^,;; . ; v:,^ ; /; , 'Ig^^ 



mm 



varlanci for it*»8 judged ■ varlnea f op >w»ind»r for «M?og>^^ ^ t,^ 



verUnce for lt«a Judaed 
EstlJWta of Reli^Wli^ for tM Reviis4^;Sc4U 



Table :l sho^s th^- MtiMti of >Uability,:f<^r; t^^ 



Scale as a whole* 



\ EStDftlfi OF 1«UAB11J1Y AHDWJ M^ERS. XK^^ 
FOR WE PEVISED SCAIE ■ 



■ : .^■ !; i*5 



From lt63»$ judged 


133.0 






Ftom taters 


f 

.8 






From remairvder ^ 


7.2 






V. Total 




17 ' 





using BfcilU fomiU* foi^ intt^olass cprrelatlon 4r4 the ^ 
dat>i in table 1, the follo^ng calcuUtiona w^w ^i^i 



26 



• x Rftvlied seal* was In Aft ord«r of .9^i 



for th* Voe*bi4«r/:;<X!P*poft«rt?;^^ 



ttlary 



estljMt« 6f ReUablllty for tlM Voe«bttUry: C^lpotM^ 

l^n estlJifcata of reliability was' det«x«dnedifoir tha VocaW i - t^^^ 
ccoiponent of the Ra vised Scale, ^ia ia:eh^ in' labia 2.^^^ 



FOR THE VOCABUURV COMICH£KT OF W^ISVISED 



Source of Variation 


Sum of SquaKa 




V«rianc6 


From items Judged 


20.5 


5' ■ 




' ■ ■ ■ ' . 
From raters . 


■ .3 


2 ■ 




From remainder 


1.7 


10 




Total 


22.5 


17 





r e .96 



■ ^ From the data in table 2 an intraelase cprreMti^n 

computed as follows: 



Pwm this figure it can be inferw^ raiiability of the 




labulary component of the Revised*Scale was in the.ordar of ^ .r.^i; 



.- \ ^- - -■^'^f-^^^V .-^' 



i - : r^:- >;fi8tl« of RsUibllity iw thb Blaborttien CowpAfient 



... .... , 

- : ^ ^. J ;r 'i' #stiMte of reliability 



ablUty for tXatofcAtlon coiBpoiWvt^^^^ 



BSTDttTB OP BELIABILIIY A»KQ MIBW <K«3) O^^i . 
FOR THE ELKBORATIOM COMJOXl'iti^ OF ItS SCVX^ 8CAi£ 

' ' . . . • [ ' ^ I ' - * - - ^ — |— ^ 

Source of Variation Sum oi Squirea dt . VaH«nCf 

Prom Items judged : 9.26 5. 1\66 * 

from raters .45 i - 

From remainder i*4? AO : tS? 



total 10*95 ' 17 



r a .97 



>r\ Ihtraclass <iDrrelatlon was computed froii the. date li\ 
Table 5 as follows t ' ' 



faking' th. Ifitraelaas correlation a. an .9tl»»t. of r.li»billty, . ,; 
II; Mviie'Mld thit the reUablllty of .laboAitlpn ocjaponjin^ ./-M^ ' 



Oi^h^ RiiVlMd S<ial. wa» in th« ord«r ^1 



liilliHi 



^^^^ * v - ; l^t^** ^*^^*'^^ty fori the OrganlMtl<^ ; 

^-^A^-'^ •'v'.:vM.- '-^ V. of thd 8s vised Scale - • % 5 

^^'^$ 0-: 1''^'^:'^^ * shove: the •ipwte .o^ Mil«biilty,iforith^ 

■^'^-V-ii^^».;:.'^:(;;tlon the. Reused' Scale." ■• , V v,;'jf .'^;;::'^^if 



ESTOttffi. OP RELlAblLlTV MOm RAOBSs : ?N»3) 
■■ fX>R WEC^ I«VISED SCAI£ 











. Source of Variation 


Sum of Squares 




Variance 


:r\' V. Froin Items Judged ^ 


3.12 


* 5 


.62 • . ^ 


From XMters 


.12 


2 




. A From remainder 


1.21 


10 


.12 








. Total . 


4.45 


; ;;17,: 






.. ■ r r: .81 . 















Prwg the data in tti)>l6 4 an intraolass correiatioh wis 
eefftjnited a,s- follows! . : ' , . • 



.62 . .12 
.62 



i^ fffi'"* ^Ms it can be inferred that the rfliaMUty of th# pi«ani»|- V 

the Reyisfd Scale va^ In the order of -61* 



=:vM<i* ^rnia . It: can ■ u 



iifSgitetiifiiiiiiaii 




From iteins Judged 


10 


5 


" 2 




.35 


2 




Pro* remAlnder 


2.67 


10 


.27' ' 


Total ■'■ 


12 


17 " 





mm 



% v_^> - V -i V 

Using th« d^ta in Wbl^ 5 an intipacla*» comUtlon was ^ ' 



deteitnlned «a foUowsi 



r« . ,87 •. \-;.H-\? 

Fk» this it cai> U Inferred th4t the reliablU^y of the •tnwttupii^ v- \0 > 

.• ' • ! 'f^- 

coBponent of the .Ravieed Scale w^e In the order of .$7» i.. 

Thue, the estljMted telleblllty of the four coipoMAte 6t.\i,. 
the Revised Scale ranged fro* .fil to ,W» with « tjUl Ati«|Ated 



j'tillablllty of .^7. 




DCFDtniOH 
Vocabulary 
idea. 




is.t^ u$A of words to ^prtas a partloulit tbouttH^.Otv.l;^'? 



3t a vatUty of new ard Interesting woMa aivl cte^^rl^na 
, ore/te vivid iwpresalons* 

Words help the reader use his senses. , 

Synonyms provide variety and Interest* ^ 



Exact words paint vivid pictures • 

Unusual expwssionsj word comWnationSi and co#parlsoi^i^|5^^ 
add zest and color to the story. . ' ^W'M^l 

RATE it . Words are adequately descriptive and exact |>ut l4cK ^ /i ^'V 



■ m 



oyer-all excellence* 
Some words are descriptive and exact ♦ . 
Some use of new and interesting words*. 
Sc«e variety of word choice* 
Seme vivid words and ccnpatisons. 




79 ■ 



BtABOMTXON 




' V 'Iran one idea *t6' the^ next; 




1 RATE 3 1 A variety of t>elated ideas helps the reader see i hear V 
and feel wh^t the author Intenda* * • 

V: Details make people » places^, and/pr events com alive « 

^ Details make the reader feel what the characters feel« 

Letalls and Ideas. create an impression ort the teader« 

All ideas are fully developed « 
J- Ideas follow each other easily and naturall/# 

' RAIG it Ideas are clear but fail to make an impression on the 
• : - reader* ' * * . . 

Idoas follow oach Other easily and haturalljf^ but lack 

Some details help the reader use his feelings < 
VgoM ideas are fully dev!»lpptd* 
Soiie details are either inadequate or overdone* 

" ItATe It Much More detail is needed. 

Ideas are soisetiMS confustt^g and hard to follow^ 
Details are often inade<iuatei ^ 
Important questions are left unanswered « 



RlC 



RAIB Oj Ideas are not clear or ^asy to follow* 

.No details i 
' ■ ■ ■ . . • 

Ideas are suggested lAit never' barrled out* 

Ideas are jumbled and/6r unconnected* 



Mli St Xd<9ed are irringed in <i way that la inttrtatln? and ^ ' 
eaay to follow. 

Evanta ara told in JU>glcal ordar* ^ v . 

fi main idafi /ties all atoiy paita togethar. v . • ; 'v- u 

The beglnnlngf captures intar«st « 

Action builds to a climax « ; 

; the coivcluaion sums up tha atot^. » , ' ' 

No iVralevai^t datalla* > 

RATE 21 Ihera Is a main Idea i but poma avanta ara poorly arransiadt; 

Some avants are told out of ordar« 

A main Idea ties all story part^ to$rethar« 

A good beginning and cpncluaipn^ but action i«mbl#a with- 
out reaching a climax* 

Mp Irrelevant details. 

' - ' . ■ - ."■*/ ■■. ■ ■" ■■■ ^" ■"■ ■ : . - 

RATB'lt A main Idea but many irrelevant avanta « 
Maipy e^ 

Weak beginning ard/or ending. . v ^ 

RAtP Oi Over-ali impression of disprdet* because Pf Jxmbled 
arrangement of ideas* ♦ 

There is no main idea or polnl^ to the story* 



snaiciuig 



^ structure is thij way In which language loms AijB^ twW^ li^ 

RATE 3i A variety of sentencas which ttata idtai accuwtaly. 
effactlvaly,, and. fluently. 

Each sentence is cc«plei«e 

Sentences emi^site author^s neaidngi V 

A variety of S€jr\tences Is used. 

Itie story can be read aloud with ease . > 

■ 

\ ^ ■ ■ 

RAJB 2t Sentences state Ideas accurately (Hit not always 
effectively or fluently* 

AlMst all sentences are complete e v 

Sjome variety of senten<^es used, . 

Sentehces sometimes emphasiEe author^s neanii^g. 

Parts of the story sound stiff or uneven vhen rfad aloud* 

RATE It Ideas are sometimes difficult to understand • 
Sc^ sentences are coiipiete. 
Some run^n sentences and sentence fnagments^ 
. * . Little variety of sentences. 

Monotonous primer style. ' * 

Story is difficult to read alotkl^ - 

, ■ * .... . ■ • • 

PATE Or , Meaning is unclear or absurd* 

Few sentences are complete. *, * • 

Many oedsslons and sentence frag»ents« v y 

No variety oi* sentences* ♦ , ' 

Story sounds confused iW senseless vheri tud aloud^ 



fr^' ■ ^ *^ ,:to$ia to the purpofcid of tMs .«tudy jiSer# j»vi*ioi|^^^ 

^ Z'^^^. -r- •■" - ' . ■ * : . ^' ^ -^^ 

V ^ ^adiptitl^^^^^^ that 1^ could ^bt ufted by chilr j f • 

dr0n»> Prior to the const motion of the ecale» the following deol*- v 
-■.f--. slons i^ite made: t- . :f 

1, The scale wouj-d be geared to the lm^tove»ent. of 6hll- 
V ; ^ ' dren's stories. It was Telt that a program baaed on story writing 

: would satisfy the definition of creative writing adopted for this 

V Investigation and be^able to Incorporate pedagogical methiie con* ' ' 
dldered ijspportant influences in the improvement o^ writing* 

2. The fonnat of :he Revised Scale would be similar^ ' . • ; 
' ' - - that of the Anderaon Scale. That is, thfi Rftvlwd Seal* wpujd b* 

a four-point descriptive scale consisting of four copipopents* 

' >The ratings. within each ccmpprvjmt would have a numerical value of 

' 0, 1, 2> and 5. Ihe four cauppnents would yield a maximum ftcore. 

' of tvel^^ points. ^ ' ' - 

^^i^T;^'^^^^^]- 5* content of the scale woAd be determined on the 

f'^^r''^'\>asin of a review of contempoMry Uterature and aii sxamlnatlon* 
'^^P^^^ . ■ • ■ •■• 

: /of chHdt?^n*s s^rories. It would contain those ^items f^lt to be , 



' ' " i 



f^i^M^'uK^tia^'ira appw>prlAt« for 



i»|>toving cwipoiitlon in th* ■liJdlA;^^; /.^ 



piteiPigif ■mm 



gt^des* ^ i ; ; * 



'b4 idjor Usks involved in the constniction 6f the scale 



were the detemlnatlon of the content and the wording of the acalje« 
Baaed pn an examination of the literature and epww<lJi^tely 1|006 
children's stories, vocabulary, elaboration, ownlMtlon, and V 
structure were selected as the four compoi;<ints of the Revised 
Scale* Each Item on the scale reflected the views of contemporary 
writers and the author of this paper. Each component of the 
scale included a 3 rating that would challenge eyen the best 
writers of this age. Also Included in the ratings were examples ^ 
of errors most commonly made by middle grade children so that 
childre^sing the scale would be made aware of what detracts 
from effective composition. y 1 

. The wording of the scale was designed to be instructional 
as well as operational. . Items on the scale were expressed in ways 
that would help children realise the function of vocabulary, elab- 
oration, organieation, and structure in making writing interesting 
and understandable to the reader. Care was also taken to choose 
words that would help the rater use the scale as objectively and 
independently as possible. 

Although there are similarities between^ the Anderson Scale 
and the Revised Scale, especially'in format, the purposes of the ^ 
scales necessitated certain differences. These differences are w 
irviiiil4j*it(«^itr ihH domjxotiMnts and the wording ot th4 scal*s# A 
iMjor liliiilnction Js the elimination of the Originality category 



of the Anderson Scale and the creation of th* atriictujrt ecAponent 
' of the Revised Scale. r \ '\ ..^ .-v,^'' ./ . 

upon coapletlon of th« ttevlsikl Scale, an' iiitlgaU of t^-"^^'M^^ 
liability for the acale as a whole as well as for each of Its fottr'''^t| 'i 
components v*s computed by means of an Intra^lass correlation, 
^*Three adults were trained as raters « After a practice session, 
they rated six stories. The findings were as follows i 

U ahe reliability of the Revised Scale was in the order ; "f 
of .97. . 

The reliability of the vocabulary component of the ;^ * 
Revised Scale was in the order of •96* * ^ 

3i The reliability of the elaboration component of the 

(teVlsed Scale was in the order of .67* 
4| Ttie reUabiUty organleatlon component pi the 

i^ivlsed^Scale was in the order of .61* ^ : 

' ' ' ' ■ ■■ \ ' " ■ ' ' ■ 

SV The reliability of the structure component of ths . #li 

V ■ : : ■ : - ' ' ^^^^ 

Revised Scaie vwf in^^^^^ *87V "^iiffi 



